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ABSTRACT

This paper attempts to clarify the wvocabulary,
issues, research findings, and direction of the development of
counseling research .up to the present. With changing times and -
dissatisfaction with counseling results and outcome research
approaches, a more comprehensive and interactional view of counseling
research and practice has developed. The traditional distinction
between outcome and process research is presented, with ‘
representative studies and conclusions of each type. The author gives
particular emphasis to the need for including input, or prertreatment
variables, in counseling research. These include: (1) client
© variables: demographic, aptitude, cognitive style, expectancy,
achievement, personality style, and motivation; (2) counselor
" characteristics: demographic, personality style, aptitude, cognitive
style, expectancy, and level of training and experisnce; and (3)
contextual or situational variables: Physical setting, referral
source, psychological setting, ecological factors, and fee. Flﬂally,
a systems model dellneatlng some of the major components of
counseling performance is presented. (Author/SES)
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A RECONCEPTUALIZATION OF THE RESEARCH PARADIGM IN COUNSELING RESEARCH

(Summary)

Preparing students to understand and undertake research in counseling can

be a perplexing task for the counselor educator. The following article
attempte to clarify the vocabulary, issues, research findings, and direction
of the development of counseling research up to the presente Particular
ermphasis is placed on the change from outcomes research to process research,
and more recently to pre-treatmsmt variables researche Finally, a systems
model for reconceptualizing the seemingly disparate variables in counseling
research is presented.

Introduction

Research (Feldman, 1958; Kurland, 1956) indicates that approximately
30—60% of indiwviduals Seeking help from outpatient facilities terminate in

six visits or fewer,. Why does this dropout problem occur, and what does it

imply? In part, it would seem that this dropout problem connotes a communi-

cations problem: either the client did not feel he was being understood by
the counselor or therapist, or perhaps he was perceived by the counselor as
being "urmotivated" or "resistante" But there seems to be mare at stake
than thise For instance, why i i% ¢mat #Ounseiiare and clinieians ame
asking the nwestion : "Is counse Img effective® mwd: "Is clismt-cemiere=t coun-
seling really the best method?"® Iuss frequently, and more often askings
"What, kind of treatment, given by what kind of counselor, to what kind of
client, in what kind of setting, and for what purpose will be the most effec-
tive?"? And why are researchers who were once preoccupied with outcome and
process research now becoming mo.:v interested in studying pre-treatment
variables, such as individual differenéas in clients and counéeloré, and
differential effecis of settings and intervertions?

Perhaps the times have éhanged. There is little doubt that this period
of history can be referred to as the age of ecologica; concern and accounta-~

bilitys Ecological concern implies the awareness that there is an interaction




between a person and his enviromnment, the envimﬁnerut being any person, place,
thing, or ideas Accountability implies that an individual's performance in
any enw‘rdment must be maximized lest that individual be irresponsible to
that enviromient or vice versas In othar words, no action ever takes place
in a vacuum, but rather interacts with an emviromment., Just as citizens are
becoming aware of the interaction of all types of pollution with the air,

. water, and the food they consume, counselors are becoming cogrizant of a
mmber of pre-treatment variables that interact with counseling itseli‘, and
that affect the outcomes or performance of counseling, Researchers (Cf.
Whiteley, 1967) having become dissaiisfied ﬁth the uninspired results of
traditional outéome and process studies; are likewise becoming more receptive

to this interactiona} approach as the basis for their counseling.

Needed: A New Paradigm for Research in Counseling.

Viewing counseling in this iriteractionél way may be facilitated by con-
ceptualizing three broad sets of variaﬁies: Inmput, Pracess, ami. Outmut, in-
stead of the tmaditionél two variables: outcome and process, Tmout or pre-
treatment variables include individual differences in the cliert and the
counselor, as well as situational factorse The second set, Process variables,
concern the type of relatioﬁship established, the n* sber of comtacts, and
the approaches used. Firally, output variables are concerned with changes
in behavior that occur outside the counseling situvation itself, that result
from the counselinge _

To understand the present th;ust of research in counseling and péycho-'
thei'apy it is helpful to look more closely at the rationale and results of
outcome research, as distinguished from process researche The traditional
distinction between tie two was the emphasis on what change resulted from

treatment, as opposed to how change occured during treatment, Outcome




research had been characterized by before-after treatment on the specified
dependént variables, with little attention to changes occuring in processe
Specific external criteria were more likely to be utilized, though not
Iméessari];' to the exclusion of verbal behavior of more global dimensionse
Process research, on the other hand, has bé;n traditionally corfined to
observations made within the counseling relatioriship with emphasis wpon
client—coﬁnselor interactionses This type of research has relied primarily
upon the verbal behavior of the client and counselor as a basis for infer-
ences concerning the pi'ocess of change during counseling or therapy. The
dependent variables, therefore, have tended to be internal, global and per=-
ceptual in nature. Unfortunately, as Sprinthall (1967) and Allen (1967,
have pointed out, the confusion and non-product-iveneés of these two orierta-
tions to counseling research has been great. Let us now turn to some of

the issues and results of outcome and process researche

Cutcome Hesearch in Counseling and Bsychotherspye

The =punseling literatrtre is replete with studies attempting to demon-
strate that counseling helps people, but when taken zs a whole, the evidence
appears far from being definitive, Sdme of the research is methodologically
defective, and that which is not has provided ambiguous results or has
little practical significance.s In this area of outcome resesrch, mare
effort has been directed to the study of psychotherapy than to counselinge
Startiﬁg with Eysenck (1952) and going full circle to Meltzoff and Korn-
reich (1970) there has been much debate about whether therapy works or note
Some like Eysenck (1952, 1960, 1965), and Truax amd Carkhuff (1967) heve
insisted that spontaneous remission, or Jjust péssage of time, is mare, or
as therapeutié fhan long~term psychotherapye On the other hamd, Meltzoff

and Kornreiéh (1970) in perhaps one of the most comprehensive reviews of



the research to date, found that a]rnosﬁ every‘kind >oi‘ therapy produces
impressive results.

Eysenck (1952) declared that no evidence, other than testimonials,
existed to demonstrate that formal psychotherapy has a unique ei‘i‘ect‘on a
client!s problems. Instead, Eysenck suggested that changes which thérapists
observed were due to the process of "spontaneous rénd.ssion" rather than as
a result of the therapist.'s intervention. This view, which has much Support
among researchers, is based upon comparisons of therapy and control groups
which reveal that although change oécurs in therapT groups, an equzl degree
of change occurs in control groups who receive no professivnal treaimente
Eysenck argued that - the:=verage amount of change o the two conditions is
the same because the same process is at work, namery spontaneous remissions

But Bergin (1963).f=lt r:this‘ explana.tioﬁ was »f dubious ‘value.. and
perhaps had actually reimrded scientific progress by seemingly mamg—rse—
missin:nva":consegmence of evexts that were wmresearchable. Yet, the question
"Why do people in the control group change?" is extremely provocative.
Bergin suégested that not all people who experience psychological distur=
bances seek out mental health professionals for treatment, but many do séek
counsel, support, and advice from i‘ri‘ends, clergy, and plvsiciahs. Bergin
suggested that to the extent such assistance was effective it could have
accounted for changes that occur in control groups of disturbed pﬁ%ople who
did not have recourse to formal psychotherapy.

* Truax and Carkhuff (1967) reviewed thirty-seven studies that utilized

same kind of control groupe Their conclusion was similar to Eysenckis: -

Thus the weight of the evidence, involving very large numbers of

clients or therapists, suggests that the average effects of therapeutic
intervention (with the average therapist or counseler) are approximately
t(aqui;gii.ent to the random effects of normal living without treatmentese
Pe . ' '



Furthermore, they suggest that no responsible writer has ever reviewed the
research on outcome studies and concluded that "counseling and therapy as
usually practiced have an average benefit beyond that seen in comparable
control groups" (p. 13)e

Meltzoff and Kormreich appear to be respoi:sibie writers and their con-
clusion based on 101 studies with adequate controls is that psychotherapy
does worke. Of these studies 80% yielded positive resuits while 20% yielded
mll or nezative results:

Altogether, 56% (of ‘the studies) were considered sufficiently adequate

in demtgm and ‘execution for valid conclusions to be drawn, and LL¥ were

doubtfrl.. Among the adequate studies, 84% showed positive effects of

psycheirapy th=t were statistically significant, Similarly, 75% of
the::quessizionabls: studdes reported significant bemef=ts (pe I'Z[L

Je
For thes= -amiinors, ‘the weight of the experimental evicmmes is suf=ciemt m
concliude: i cmychoikiierspy: "..ehas been demonstrated under controlled
conditions to be accompanied by positive changes in adjustment that signi-
ficantly exceed those that can be accounted for by the passage of time"
(pe 175)

What accounts for this vast difference of opinion? Meltzoff and Korn-
reich suggest that reviews of the literature that have concluded that psy-
chotherapy is ineffective are based on both an incomplete survey of existing
research and' an insufficiently stringent appraisal of the data, In fact,
they feel that the better the quality of the research, the more positive
the results of the therapy that are obtained, Their implication is that
Truax and Carkhuff's swrvey is déi‘icient on both counts,

In any case, one telling point made by the defenders of psychotherapy,

' 'such as Kornreich and Meltzbi;f, is that the interpretation of megative results
is more complicated than previously appreciated, and that it may be misleading

to lump several counselors and several clients together into a single study.




The evidence that some clients improve with therapy while others lose ground
is due to differences in the process of counseling among both counselors énd
clients. When these clients are combined, their changes cancel one another
out, so that it appears that little gain has been made ;Dy the counseling
group as a whole. This suggests that some clients do benefit from counseling
but that thair improvement is obscured wher they are studied in combil;xation

with others who regress.

Process Research in Counseling and Psychotherapye

Since process research essentiaily answers the question: "What goas om
and why?", process research is logically at the center of the circle of the
counseling enterprises It touches on and is touched by everything of
relevance in counselinge. Whereas studies of outcome have a central i‘oéué ’

process studies range in a disorgarized fashion over the entire field of

'counée]irig and psychotherapy. According tc Meltzoff and Kornreich (1970),

‘the variety of process studies and their lack of umity may be an advantage

at this present stage of development of the fielde

Researchers have tried to determine if there is a typical course which
treatment takes, whether counselor response facilitates or inhibits client
ability to come to grips with his problems, and whether‘techniques like
transi‘ei'ence, silence, reflection, and interpretation are effective (Stollak,
Guerney, and Rothberg, 1966). A growing body of research deals with those
contributions of the.. therapist.that Carl Rogers considers to be the
"necessary and sufficient conditions for'chéﬁge" in the client,

These are the therapist!s congruence or opemness, empathetic understand=
ing or knowing the cliert's internal frame of reference,. and unconditional
positive regard or acceptance of the client as he ise C]ienﬁ-centered

therapists and researchers have operationally defined these variables and




devised ingenious measures of thems At first these were Q-sorts and ques-
tionnaires; and later observation s.ales of actual therapeutic behaviore
Rogers (1957), in what some consider the most important theoreti~al paper
in the field of counseling and psychotherapy, considered these three condi-
tions to be the crucial variables in the therapeutic relationship which
acéoun‘oed for personality change and growthe In reviewing the research on
these relationship conditions, Meltzoff and Kormreich (1970) concluded that
many sympathetic researchers have assumed that Rogers! proposal was verified
fact and that all a researcher had to Ido was demonstrate that high levels of
these therapist-contributed conditions lead to client self-exploration.
Further, it had been assumed that this self=-exploration would in and of it-
self lead to personélity change and growthe _

 Unfortunately, however, this assumption has beer challenged by many
behavior therapists (Allen, 1967; Paul, 1966; Krumboltz, 1968). Truax and
Carkhuff (1967) have surveyed a mmber of research studies which give support
to these three conditions for therapsutic changee Additional evidence from
the work of peréons other then Rogerians have tended to confirm these findings |
(Bergin, 1963, 19665 Gardner, 196i)e Carkhuff and Ber.enson (1967) have
further research which suggests that concreteness, or specificity of expres-
sion, is a fourth basic dimension that is necessary for change and growth in

the client.

Pre-Treatment or Individual Differences Research in Counseling and Psychotherapy.

In the laté 1950ts and ear]& 1960'3 there was a marked increase in the
number of studies investigating process variabfl.es ahd a decrease in outcome
studiese Why the change? Volsky et al (1965) suggested that:

Perhaps experimenters are averse to being identifed with this mass of

poor ressarch (outcome research) or perhaps they are genuinely interested

in another facet of the problems Whatever the reason, the current emphasis
Q ' is more on the process than the outcomes of counseling and psychotherapy. (pe 26)




A number_oi‘ theorists, at that same time, began to question the very dis-
tinction between outcome and process. Kieslar (1966) felt that "to some
extent process research is outcome research and outcome research is equi-
valent to process investigation." Wellman (1967)" took the position that
the issue of the dichotomy between outcome and process was further confused
by trying to label some outcomes as processes and others as end results.
According, he suggested that .the term "process" be used to describe the
experimental or indeperndent variables applied to produce specific outcomes
or dependent variables, either in counssling or out of counseilixig, or bothe

In 1968, Sprinthall (1968) observed that: "Research in counseling and
psychotherapy has been gradually moving in a psychologically healthy direc-
tion~-backwards," referring to the fact that it is not sufficient to study
only outcome and process ﬁrhbles, and that relevant pre~treatment variables
needed to be included;

For instance, the i‘aét that the client is of a certain age, with a cer-
tain problem syndrome, a certain degree of intelligence, a certain family
and ethnic backgr‘oupd, ard so on, must also be taken into account. Bergin
(1966) and Truax and Carkhuff (1967) have findings which indicate that a
small subsample of cases in therapy get worse as a result of the four faci-
litativé corditionse Furthermore, the counselor has mannerisms, attitudes,
and differing levels of experience which interact with client variables to
affect the therépeutj.c relationshipe.

Sprinthall (1967) and Kieslar (1966) have questioned the time honored
assumption that there is homogeneity among clients and among counselors or
therapistse A growing body of research is underscori;'xg the observation that

there is great hetémgeneity along many dimensions of counselor and client

behavior 'Ei'ior to counseling which appears to influence both its pi'ocess




ard outcomes (Kieslar, 1966), _

Logically, Allen (1967) and Sprinthall (1967) have made the case that
within group variance after counseling and within group variance during coun-
seling suggest that there may well be within group variance or heterogeneity
prior to the counseling treatment itself, In that regard Sprinthall (1967)
states: |

In a sense I am suggesting thai research in counseling now take one
further step backward from the outcome problem, to examine more carefully
what homogeneity, if any exists in research groups designated as coun-
seleess Instead of continuwing to use our most recent dichotomy of pro-
cess versus outcome as categories for research, we need to add a third
dimension, that of prior conditions and relevant pre-treatment variables,
I see this third dimension, which has been conveniently overlooked, as

" requisite o our research efforts if we are to more fully comprehend
such a complex set of inter-relationships as exist in counseling re-
search (p. 37)e

A New Researcl Paradigme

At the very least, this confusion over vocabulary, issues and emphases
has not helped to promote rigorous and responsible theory building, experi-
mentation, or clinical practices It is suggested that much of this confusion
can be allayed by reconceptualizing the variables or dimensions of counseling
in terms of a systems model wherein the three sets of variables: outcomes,
processes, and pre-treatment are viewed operationally in terms of the conti-
nuum ¢ input-)process-aoutcome.

As has been suggested earlier, Imput or pre-treatment variables would
ipclude client variables--demographic, aptitude, cogmitive style,.expectancy3
aéhievement, personality style, motiiration, 'presénting problem, and so onj;
counselor characteristics--demographic,‘personaiity sty;e, aptitude, cognitive
style, expectancy, level bf training and experience, and so on; and contextual
or situational variables--physical setting, referral source, psychological

P

setting, ecological factors, and fee, and so one




10

Process variables would include the counseling intervention--type, stages
of treatment, goals, methods of diagnosis, techniques, assigmments outside
of counseling, and so on; and interaction--dimensions, depth, readjustment

~ of goals, and so on.

Output variables would include changes in behavior that occur outside
the counseling.situation itself, that resulted from the counseling process.
With this orientation, all counseling research could then be properly
designated in terms of counseling performance or "counseling outcames."

With such a comprehensive schema involving the interaction between the person
of the client and the person of the counselor, and the counseling interven-
tion and the counseling setting, the question of gccountability, or who or
what should be resronsible for the outcome of a counseling relationship or

a total counseling program, would no longer be a mysterys

Furthermore, simplistic researﬁh hypotheses such as: "Is counseling
method X effective?™ or "Which is the one best method for all times?! and
simplistic experimental designs such as comparing “counseling" to "no coun=-
seling" control groups, or a particulsr method to no treatment at all, will
no longer suffice., Accordingly, applied multivariate research designs=-
including the almost forgotten Johnson-Neyman technique--which supply inter=-
actional data, will be the preferred statistical methods along with appro-
priate quasi—experimental designs (Campbell and Stanley, 1963)e

The ultimate outcome of this interactional systems paradigm for coun-
seling research will be to match a particular counseling method to a parti-
cular client, and a particular counselor, to work through a particular
problem or neede Blocher ani Shaffer (1971) havevlaid the grouhdwork for a
systematic consideration of elght gounseling intervenﬁion for eight client.

problemss Further elaboration of this interactional model may be found in
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Thorne!s (1967) classic paper: "Toward Meaningful Client Dimensions: the

etiological equation," and in Qarkhuff and Bervr

Summggz

Changing times and dissatisfaction with counseling results and ocutcome
research approaches have led to the development of a more comprehensive and
interactional view of counseling research and practice. The traditional
distinction between outcome and process was presented, as were representative
studies and conclusions of each typee A case was made for the necessity of
including pre-treatment variables or individual differences in counseling
researche Lastly, a systems model which delineated some of the major com-

ponents of counseling performance was presentede
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